Introduction
Increasing globalization and technological revolution represent the primary challenges for maintaining competitiveness in today's business environment. Concerning these challenges, businesses must create a longterm vision and formulate new strategies to allow managers to manage short-term performance in accordance with long-term needs. Therefore, measuring and managing performance is being increasingly emphasized. There are a growing number of companies that have realized that improving performance and increasing competitiveness can be achieved by developing effective performance measurement and management. However, increasing the implementation of performance measurement systems in companies is linked to many problems in need of answering.
Over the last 20 years, we have witnessed a revolution in the approach to measuring performance. In the context of a deeper understanding of this problematic, researchers and managers pose the question, "How can we best use the fi ndings acquired by measuring performance for their management?" In relation to this, Maskel (1991) emphasizes changing the basis of performance measurement. The measures should be seen as part of fast feedback management systems and, at the same time, should be designed to stimulate continual improvement, rather than to merely monitor strategic operations. From this, it can be seen that identifying a relevant group of performance measures is only one aspect of performance management. If we accept this statement, it is possible to see a performance management system as Atkinson (2012) does, as a tool for interconnecting, improving and learning.
Shortcomings in current performance measurement, as shown by the research of Stivers et al. (1998) , are closely dependent on this. The fi rst of these is that measures focused on innovation and employee engagement are not perceived to be as important as the measures of customer satisfaction and market share. The second is that managers realize the advantages and importance of using nonfi nancial measures, although, naturally, a large number of companies still do not use these when measuring. The third shortcoming is that, though many companies acquire enough important information by measuring, managers do not use this information in the planning process. If we concede that intellectual capital is becoming the foundation for creating competitive advantage, it is necessary that the measures concerning innovation and employee engagement be a key part of the system. Unfortunately, more than fi fteen years later, current research shows that these measures are still rarely used in current business practice . Still, it is possible to state that many businesses put distinct effort into implementing measures that refl ect all aspects of their performance. However, the focus is mainly on what should be measured today rather than what should be measured in the future (Kennerley & Neely, 2003) .
Effective performance management systems should also be based on system dynamics, sustainability and a simulated view of performance (Yadav et al., 2013) . The concept of dynamics emphasizes that it is necessary to create a system that constantly monitors internal and external environments and consequently establishes and evaluates goals and priorities (Bititci & Turner, 2002) . The system's sustainability should be determined on the basis of stimulating continuous improvement of the measures and, subsequently, the performance management system processes. The dynamics of a performance management system can 4, XIX, 2016 Business Administration and Management be ensured using tools or techniques such as cognitive maps, cause and effect diagrams, etc. (Yadav et al., 2013) .
It is possible to see these features and shortcomings as future challenges for performance measurement and management -ones that require solutions. Research, however, always focuses more on performance measurement than on managing performance in a wider context (Neely, 2005) . Kennerley and Neely (2003) state that few businesses have a set systematic process for managing the development of their performance measurement systems in a way that refl ects organizational context. Furthermore, only few researchers have been dealing with the question, "What factors infl uence the development of a company's performance management system?" Therefore, the main aim of this paper is to investigate the level of development of current performance management systems in Czech companies. The level of development is determined by fulfi lment of the characteristics of an effective performance management system based on literature review. Attention is also paid to determination whether the level of a performance management system's development is dependent on company size.
Literature Review
According to Melnyk et al. (2014) , the issue of performance measurement and management is composed of two elements: a performance measurement system and a performance management system. The performance measurement system encompasses the process (or processes) of establishing goals (developing a set of measures) and collecting, analyzing and interpreting data concerning performance. Even though measuring performance is important, it is not suffi cient for managing a company on its own. Here, there is a complementary need for a performance management system that includes a process (or processes) for evaluating the differences between actual and desired results, identifying which of these differences are critical, understanding the origin of shortcomings and implementing correctional steps.
The performance measurement system thus becomes the core of the overall performance management system, supporting its philosophy and having fundamental signifi cance for its effective and effi cient operation (Lebas, 1995; Bititci et al., 1997) . Two basic functions are accomplished when managing a company's performance:  facilitating communication between all the organizational units included in the process of target values,  facilitating the collection, processing and provision of information concerning the performance of people, processes, products, services, activities, business units, etc. An effectively functioning performance management and measurement system must meet a number of conditions. There are a number of authors in the literature that list these factors (Ghalayini & Noble, 1996; Kennerley & Neely, 2002; Bititci & Turner, 2002 , 2006 Ittner et al., 2003; Nita, 2008; Gomes et al., 2011) . Using these authors' studies, it is possible to create the following summary of the characteristics they collectively recognize. The system must:  ensure that there is a relationship between strategies, business activities and measurement of the results,  provide a balanced view of performance and measure organizational abilities and the learning process,  refl ect non-fi nancial aspects on the basis of the key factors for success; measures must be multidimensional, i.e., they must differentiate between measures focused on control and improvement,  support an understanding of the causal relationships between measures,  have measures that are incorporated across all hierarchical levels,  be linked to a reward system,  be dynamic and change in reaction to changes in the internal and external environment as well as in strategy. Furthermore, the following aspects are also listed for what the performance measurement and management system must do:  it must refl ect the requirements of all stakeholders,  it should stimulate a continual process of improvement,  it must be understandable, clearly defi ned and viable. The performance measurement and management system constitutes one integrated system, i.e., a system that must react in a timely way to changes in the exterior environment, strategy, organizational structure and company culture. In this context, it is necessary to realize that company strategy, structure and corporate culture determine how this integrated system reacts to these changes. Therefore, it is necessary to focus on the factors that can facilitate but simultaneously impede effective management of the development of the company's performance measurement system. These factors are pinpointed in a study conducted by Kennerley & Neely (2003) ; the study was based on the analysis of seven case studies of businesses with at least one year's experience using a performance measurement system. The main key factors infl uencing the development of these systems were identifi ed on the basis of interviews with managers:  Corporate culture -the existence of a culture that ensures that performance measurement is not perceived negatively.  People -access to the required knowledge and skills and their use, the ability to refl ect company and employee needs, meeting requirements and implementing steps.  Process -the existence of a process, its establishment, its review and the implementation of measures.  Systems -the availability of fl exible systems to facilitate collecting, analyzing and reporting the necessary data. The same four key factors for successfully developing and implementing performance measurement and management systems are also identifi ed by Atkinson (2012) . Along with each group of these factors, he also lists concrete proposals for their development or reinforcement.
Questionnaire Methodology
First, it was necessary to establish research questions in order to achieve the main goal. The research questions concerned three basic areas: 1. Do current performance management systems correspond to the characteristics of effective measurement and management? 2. Do companies effectively manage the key factors infl uencing the development of the performance measurement system? 3. Is there an association between the level of development of an effective performance measurement and management system and company size? Defi ned in this way, the research questions were developed into the form of a questionnaire.
The method of an electronic questionnaire was selected for acquiring data (Punch, 2008) . The basic sample was comprised of enterprises from the fi ve most competitive sectors in the Czech Republic; these were identifi ed on the basis of the Czech TOP 100 list of companies for 2014 (see Fig. 1 ). For achieving the survey goals, two more criteria were set for selecting companies from the sectors listed above: 1) all companies actively conducting business in the Czech Republic with a turnover of CZK 30 million or more and 2) companies having over 50 employees. Namely, medium-sized and large companies were selected, because it can be assumed that they have a developed performance measurement system. Having been defi ned in this way, the basic sample was identifi ed using the Magnus Web database. In the end, the basic sample included a total of 1,295 enterprises.
However, 51 questionnaires were not delivered to the respondents. The overall rate of return for questionnaires was 10.1%, i.e., 126 companies. Formulas listed in Čermák (1980) were used to calculate sample size from the basic sample and the subsequent rate of return.
It is possible to describe the sample of companies that participated in the questionnaire using turnover, number of employees and type of ownership. The companies can be divided into two groups by turnover; 52% fall into the group of CZK 30-199.99 million, and 48% have a turnover of CZK 200 million or more. The companies were divided into the following groups by number of employees: mediumsized enterprises with 50-250 employees (50%), medium-sized to large companies with 251-500 employees (15%) and those with 501 or more employees (35%). According to type of ownership, the sample of businesses is comprised of companies with domestic ownership (53%), companies partially or completely owned by international entities (46%) and state-owned enterprises (1%). Regarding the fact that the questionnaire was fi lled in anonymously, it is not possible to describe the respondents by sector. Cramer's coeffi cient V was used, which is given by the term (3) where n is the overall number of units included in the sample and h is the minimum of the numbers (r -1) and (s -1).
Statistical Methods

Evaluation and Discussion
First, attention was given to how long the performance measurement system has been implemented within the companies. The reason is that analysis of the level of the performance management system's development is better to perform in companies that have been focusing on this problematic over the long term. This prerequisite was met, because 60% of the companies have a performance measurement system implemented for longer than 5 years, 20% for three to fi ve years and 10% for one to three years. Only 10% of the companies have a performance measurement system implemented for less than one year. Of the overall number of respondents, 21 did not respond to this question. The components comprising this system were determined for the companies being investigated in order to map the development of the current performance measurement systems. Otley (1999) considers a performance measurement system's main components to be goals, strategies, target values, reward systems and information fl ows (feedback and feed-forward). Using the literature review, it is possible to defi ne these components in more detail: establishing a mission statement, vision, strategic objectives, performance measures and their target values; defi ning links between performance measures; cascading goals and measures down to the level of the individual; interconnection with the remuneration policy Ekonomika a management and strategy revision. Sixteen respondents did not reply to this question. Most of the companies have already defi ned the basic components used to develop strategic management, i.e., mission statement (55%), vision (66%), and strategic objectives (87%). A large number of companies (80%) have also defi ned performance measures and targets, which wish to achieve in the future. The research of Knápková et al. (2011) conducted in Czech companies found that, on average, 73% of companies base their performance measurements on their company strategies and objectives. Findings of our survey confi rmed that there is constantly growing trend and that meeting with medium or large company in the practice who's PMS is not connected with strategy is a rarity.
Less than half (45%) of the companies have cascaded strategic objectives and measures down to the individual level. An interesting fi nding is that 54% of the respondents stated that their performance measurement system is linked to their remuneration policy. This result is likely infl uenced by the fact that, for some respondents, a link to remuneration policy exists, though only at the strategic level, i.e., for top or middle management. Therefore, these respondents do not need to have strategic objectives cascaded down to the lowest hierarchical level. The performance measurement system components that the companies listed least frequently are defi ning logical relationships between performance measures (only 23%) and strategy revision on the basis of performance measurement results (30%).
The comprehensive performance measure ment system defi ned by the authors contained nine components. The fi ndings show that only 9% of the companies have a management process that is composed of all nine components, and 15% of the companies used 8 or 7 components. On the other hand, 22% of the companies have a management process comprised of less than four effective components. For most of the companies (42%), their performance measurement system is composed of four or fi ve components; 12% of the companies include six components.
The component analysis was subsequently used to divide the companies according to whether they met the seven basic characteristics of an effective performance measurement and management system. These characteristics were defi ned as follows on the basis of literature review. The performance measurement and management system must:   have strategic objectives and measures derived from the mission statement or vision,   be established as a tool for implementing strategy,   set the targets of performance measures for what should be achieved during the projected period,   support an understanding of causal relationships between measures,   have performance measures integrated across the entire hierarchy and all functions,   be linked to the reward system,   change dynamically with the strategy and with changes in the internal and external environment. Companies whose performance measurement and management system has 1-2 characteristics were classifi ed as companies with a low level of development, companies with 3-5 characteristics were companies with an intermediate level of development and companies with 6-7 characteristics indicated a highly developed effective system. On the basis of this analysis, it is possible to state that 47% of the companies show a low level of development, 33% and intermediate level of development and 20% of the companies a high level of development for their performance management system. Two of the characteristics listed above were investigated in more detail in the survey because they are problematic to implement in practice . The fi rst of these is the understanding of the causal relationships between objectives or measures. Therefore, it was determined how companies investigate the logical relationships between the performance measures that were used. In the previous question concerning the performance measurement system's components, it was determined that only 23% of the companies actually specify logical relationships. Of these companies, 68% defi ne the relationships using strategic maps, and 32% describe them as part of each measure. Relating to this point, however, it is necessary to emphasize that 77% of the companies do not defi ne logical relationships between objectives or measures. Sixteen respondents did not answer this question. It is truly surprising that such a high percentage of companies are not at all concerned with logical relationships, because research on causal modeling indicates that strategic maps can greatly simplify and facilitate communication within comprehensive systems (Fiol & Huff, 1992; Forza & Salvador, 2000; Vera-Muňoz, Shackell & Buehmer, 2007; . According to recent research studies, it is necessary to increase the use of strategic maps, mapping tools, better representation of the system's causal structure (Barnabe, 2011) and diagramming tools such as causal loop diagrams and stock and fl ow diagrams when developing the performance measurement system .
The British authors Bititci et al. (2002) state that one signifi cant characteristic of an effective performance measurement and management system is to differentiate between control measures and improvement measures. However, this still proves to be problematic, because KPI are mostly lagging measures that refl ect past performance. Furthermore, forwardlooking measures are often not integrated, nor do they suffi ciently refl ect the "soft" issues that determine future performance (Robinson et. al, 2005) . On the basis of identifying this measurement gap, attention was given to the use of measures focused on control and improvement. For 62% of the companies, the performance measurement and management system contains both types of measures; 38% contain none. Unfortunately, this question was the one that the greatest number of respondents did not answer, i.e., 35. Subsequently, the proportion at which these measures were used was determined. The following results are derived from the answers of the respondents who were able to specify this proportion (Fig. 2) . Of the companies, 42% use both measures categories at the same proportion; however, 44% of the companies still prefer result-oriented measures to improvement-oriented ones. Only 14% of the companies indicate the reverse and prefer to emphasize improvement measures.
The following question also concerned this problematic; specifi cally, it dealt with the importance of improvement-oriented measures. The question was whether the respondents perceived measures concerning innovation and employee engagement to have the same importance as, for example, measures concerning market position and the customer. Unfortunately, more than half, 57%, of the companies prioritize the market and Ekonomika a management the customer above innovation and employee engagement, i.e., typical improvementoriented measures. 43% have the opposite perception of these measures and 68% from them listed specifi c examples of measures that are monitored in the company. The measures concerning innovation were primarily the number of innovations, the percentage of revenues from innovations, the effectiveness of using innovations and kaizen and quality circles. For employee engagement, the respondents most frequently listed the number of suggestions for improvement, the number of suggestions implemented and innovation competitions. This question was not answered by 18 respondents. The survey of Stivers et al. (1998) conducted in U.S. Fortune 500 and Canadian Post 300 companies revealed that customer service factors are perceived to be the most important measures by executives and factors in the innovation and employee involvement categories were perceived to be less important in goal setting. Almost twenty years later, the results of our survey are similar, despite the fact that intellectual capital and innovation are the foundation for maintaining competitive advantage.
The next set of questions was focused on factors infl uencing effective management of the performance measurement system. First, attention was given to corporate culture oriented on performance, improvement and learning. In a number of other studies, it was demonstrated that this factor plays the most signifi cant role in implementing a performance management system (Stříteská & Sadská, 2015) . The greatest number of respondents stated that this type of corporate culture is created by the ability to learn from mistakes and adapt to a changing environment (79%), 43% of companies use information acquired by performance measurement for reacting quickly and revising strategy and processes, 42% use visible commitment and support from top management and 32% use consistent communication and demonstration of the performance measurement and management system. From these results, it can be seen that communication is still an undervalued aspect when creating a performance-oriented culture; therefore, we frequently witness failure to implement a performance measurement and management system. Atkinson (2012) states that communication, concerning progress and benefi ts, is one of the most important means to successful implementation. To summarize we can state that only 13% of the respondents check all four aspects of performance-oriented company culture. However, 42% of the respondents utilize only one of the aspects of performance-oriented culture that were mentioned. Of the respondents, 31% utilize two of the aspects mentioned, and 14% utilize three. This question was not answered by 15 respondents.
Another factor that also closely relates to performance-oriented company culture is people. Primarily, this means whether employees have the competence to change how the performance measurement system is confi gured and, if the answer is yes, whether they have access to suitable tools. Of the companies, 69% stated that they are able to change the performance measurement system; 31% do not have this competence. Of those that have the authority to change the system, 79% have suitable tools. This fact is very positive and relates to the previous factor of performance-oriented company culture because the ability to learn from mistakes and adapt to a changing environment is the thing that most frequently creates such a culture for the companies investigated. However, it is also necessary to further research the question of whether employees have the necessary knowledge and skills to enact such change.
The third factor that was investigated is the existence and quality of the process for reviewing, modifying and implementing performance measures. Unfortunately, 60% of the respondents were unable to answer this question. Still, it is possible to conclude from this that engaging this factor is distinctly problematic in practice. Of the respondents, 40% tried to characterize the process of reviewing performance measures, but only 5% were able to describe the individual steps of this process clearly. The other respondents described this process very briefl y or incompletely; it is not possible to consider them to be companies that manage this process effectively. The respondents review the measures once a year at most.
The last factor dealt with in the questionnaire is the existence of information systems used for collecting, analyzing and reporting the acquired data. As stated Myšková (2011) implementation of information system in a company is a result of major decision-making of company management, because it projects to a number of corporate activities. Even in decision-making phase there are a number of alternatives; this problem includes economic and technical viewpoints. Synergy effect can be reached only if requirements in both areas are fulfi lled optimally. The primary factor evaluated was fl exibility, i.e., the thing that makes it possible to easily alter these activities. Of the respondents, 87% consider the information systems used in their companies to be fl exible; only 13% do not. Those who consider them to be infl exible do not consider the overall performance measurement system to be fl exible, because it is managed centrally and is a global tool that does not allow for adapting evaluation to a specifi c location. This question was not answered by 19 respondents.
The questions listed above that concerned the key factors infl uencing an effective performance measurement and management system were also evaluated collectively, i.e., the overall number of factors utilized by the companies. This analysis excluded the 19 respondents who did not answer all the questions. In conclusion, it was determined that only 12% of the companies manage all four factors, and 25% manage three factors. Thus, this included only a little over a third of the companies. The greatest number of respondents utilizes two factors (32%) or only one factor (31%).
The last research question was focused on investigating the variables infl uencing the level of development of an effective performance measurement and management system. Because the problem is wide-reaching, only one variable, company size, will be dealt with here. Knápková, Homolka and Pavelková (2014) in research conducted in Czech companies dealing with the fact that the use of Balanced Scorecard concept depends on the company size. The results demonstrated this dependency. Based on this fi nding, we decided to deepen the research in this area and further examine whether the level of development of an effective performance management system linked to the company size.
The fi rst step is to establish the null and the alternative hypothesis to be tested. 
Conclusion
The basis for managing performance has changed in recent years. It is necessary to see performance management as a systematic process that has a performance measurement system refl ecting the wider organizational context at its core. In order for performance management to work effectively in a company, the literature states that a number of characteristics must be met. On the basis of meeting these characteristics we divided the companies examined into three categories. The fi ndings show that 47% of the companies have a low level of development, 33% and intermediate level of development and 20% of the companies a high level of development for their performance management system. The reason is that use of certain of these characteristics proves to be very problematic in practice.
Firstly, the current performance measurement systems at the companies do not contain the components of logical relationships between performance measures and strategy revision. Thus, they do not meet the characteristics of an effective performance management system, because they do not support an understanding of causal relationships, and they do not change dynamically with the strategy. Two other components that also remain problematic are hierarchical and cross-functional linkages of objectives and performance measures and taking into account motivational aspects.
Secondly, the use of leading measures to facilitate a more proactive performance management style is still not evenhanded. Almost 60% of the companies still prioritize measures relating to the market and customers above innovations and employee engagement, which are considered typical improvementoriented measures. It is thus necessary to strongly reinforce the role of measures relating to leadership, employee education, innovation, skills, knowledge and personal development in the current performance measurement systems.
Thirdly, the research conducted here revealed that only 12% of the companies manage all four factors that facilitate or impede the successful development of a performance management system and are closely linked to its effectiveness. The essentially nonutilized factor is the existence and quality of the process for reviewing, modifying and implementing performance measures within the performance measurement system. Only 5% of the companies, which is a truly negligible percentage, were able to clearly defi ne the individual steps of this process. The question is whether this result could have been infl uenced by the position held by the respondents answering the questionnaire and their knowledge of the problematic. Seeing that the questionnaire was sent to individual department managers or general directors, it is possible to presume instead that this process is, in fact, not clearly established in the company.
Another interesting fi nding is that it is still diffi cult for companies to manage the factor of performance-oriented company culture. Mainly consistent communication and demonstration of the performance measuring system's benefi ts is the most undervalued aspect of utilizing this factor. Seeing that utilizing the factors of company culture and process is problematic for most of the companies, their systems are thus unable to change dynamically along with strategy. On the other hand, the fact that the other two factors -people and systems -are largely engaged by the companies can be considered a positive fi nding.
In conclusion, the hypothesis that the level of development of an effective performance measurement and management system is not dependent on company size was also tested. On the basis of the statistical calculations that were conducted, this hypothesis was rejected, and it is possible to state that the level of development of an effective performance management system is dependent on company size.
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